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ABSTRACT

AUTHOR: Mr. M. Glern Knoepfle, USGAO

TITLE: CHEMICAL ARMS REDUCTION AND NATIONAL SECURITY
FORMAT: Individual Study Project
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Unclassified

The United States has established a principal policy
objective to negotiate and implement an effective and
verifiable global ban on the development, production, storage,
transfer, and use of chemical weapons. As a first step in this
regard, the United States and the Soviet Union recently signed
a bilateral agreement calling for the destruction of a major
portion of their existing chemical weapon stockpiles starting
in 1992, and for a halt in production of new chemical weapcns.
To achieve a verifiable global chemical weapons ban, the United
States continues to actively participate in the 40-nation
Conference on Disarmament which meets in Geneva. This study
examines the status of U.S. efforts to establish a global arms
reduction agreement. It discusses several obstacles which
could impede near term implementation of a truly effective and
verifiable chemical arms reduction accord. In view of these
limitations, chemical weapons proliferation could continue in
certain areas of the world indefinitely while at the same time
the deterrent value of our stockpile gradually diminishes.
Based on this analysis, the study makes recommendations for
future nationali security concepts and military strateqgy to
counter the possible vulnerabilities. Recommendations include
(1) continued active participation in multilateral
negotiations, (2) a provision for an iamediat» overwhelming
conventional weapons response *o a chemical attack, (3) and
continued funding of a robust research, development and
acquisition program providing for an enhanced chemical
defensive posture.
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CHEMICAL ARMS REDUCTION AND NATIONAL SECURITY
CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

The United States has established a principal policy
objective to negotiate and implement an effective and
verifiable global ban on the development, pogssession,
production, storage, transfer, and use of chemical weapons.
As a first step in this regard, the United States and Soviet
Union recently signed a bilateral agreement calling for the
destruction of a major portion of their existing lethal
chemical weapon and bulk agent stockpiles starting in 1992.
The bilateral agreement also calls for a halt in the
production of new chemical weapons. To achieve a world-wide
ban on the development, acquisition and use of chemical
weapons, the United States is actively participating in
ongoing negotiations sponsored by the 40-nation Conference on
Disarmament which meets periodically in Geneva.

Until such time as a verifiable worldwide ban can be
implemented, the United States policy statements dictate that
we will continue to maintain a small stockpile of serviceable
chemical weapons to deter the use of such weapons by others.
As an added deterrent, the U.S. will continue to davelop and

acquire defensive equipment to protect our forces and permit




them to operate in a chemically contaminated environment.l
History has shown that when chemical weapons have been used
in the past, they have been employed against forces not only
lacking a retaliatory capability, but also adequate supplies
of defensive equipment including gas masks and other
protective clothing.2

This study will examine the status of ongoing
negotiations to establish a global ban on chemical weapons
and discusses several obstacles which could impede near tezm
implementation of a truly effective and verifiable glbbal
chemical arms reduction agreement. 1In view of these
limitations, chemical weapons proliferation will likely
continue in certain areas of the world, while at the same
time the deterrent value of our retaliatory stockpile

gradually diminishes.
The United States and Soviet Union are committed to the

destruction of a major portion of their retaliatory chemical
weapon stockpile. The world-wide global ban currently being
negotiated in Geneva is strongly supported by President Bush
and the Congress. It is sean as a political means to enhance
national security, while promoting regional stability and
security among our allies, However,'there is no assurance
that all chemical capable nations will ever sign the
agreemerit. Military and civilian leaders therefore, will be

challenged to determine strategies, goals, and objectives to

counter the possible threat of continuing chemical weapons




proliferation, both during the remaining Geneva negotiations

and during the forthcoming arms destruction periods. This

paper will attempt tc address these major issues.

BACKGROUND - U.S. CHEMICAL WEAPON STOCKPILE

For many years the United States has maintained a
stockpile of offensive chemical weapons for possible use in
retaliation to a chemical attack by an adversary. The |
current chemical weapon stockpile is estimated to include
30,000 tons of chemical agent.3 The vast majority of the
stockpile was produced prior to 1969, and because of its age
much of it is not considered serviceable. The stockpile
includes three types of agents: GB, VX, and H series. The
ncon-persistent nerve agent GB and persistent nerve agent VX
both disrupt the central nervous system, lead to loss of
muscular control, and often result in death. Mustard gas (H
series) blistera the skin and can be letnal in large doses.
The chemical agentz are loared into various weapons including
rockets, mines, spray tanks, bombs and projectiles. 1In
addition, bulk agents are s'.oved in one ton containers for
possible future weaponization.4

Starting in 1987, the U.S. began producing a new series
of wcapons often referred to as binary chemical weapons.
These modernized weapons contain two relatively harmless

chemicals which are stored separately. The two chemicals are




combined to form lethal agent after the weapon is launched.

The binary weapons acquisition program includes 155mm
artillery shells, a bomb called "Bigeye" and a chemical
warhead for the Multiple Launched Rocket System.3 The binary
modernization program was justified initially in response to
the alleged Soviet use of chemical weapons in Afghanistan and
also as a ploy to convince the Soviets to negotiate in good
faith for a verifiable chemical arms reduction agreement.‘
The restart of chemical weapons production by the U.S.
encountered considerable opposition in Congress. Critics
argued that the existing unitary weapon stockpile was
adequate for deterrence and that the renewed production would
undermine the prospects for effective disarmament treaties,
both with the Soviets and from a global point of view.
Nevertheless, then Vice-President Bush cast tle-breaking
votes in the Senate three times to authorize construction of
the binary production facilities and loading of the first
155mm artillery ghells.’ Interestingly, the Soviets agreed
to restart negotiations on a bilateral chemical arms
reduction treaty shortly after tﬁe U.S. started production on

its new bilnary weapons.8
For comparison purposes, the chemical weapon stockpile
currently held by the Soviet Union is estimated to total

between 40,000 and 50,000 tons of lethal agent. The Soviets

annsunced that they stopped production of new chemical

weapons in 1987.°
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THE NEED FOR A CREDIBLE CHEMICAL WEAPONS AGREEMENT

The control of chemical weapons has been a major
international concern ever since 90,000 people were killed
and approximately one million were injured from poison gas in
world War 1.10 Early efforts to control the use of chemical
weapons culminated in 1925 when the Geneva Protocol was
signed. This agreement prohibited the use of chemical
weapons on the battlefield, but there was no provision making
it illegal for nations to develop, acquire, and store the
munitions.

Many nations, including the United States accepted the
basic objectives of the protocol, while reserving the right

to retaliate in kind if another nation chooses to use

chemical weapocns first. Further, the United States did noc
officially ratify the Geneva Protocol until 1975, due to
opposition from veteran’'s groups and the chemical 1nduatry.11
In 1980, the U.S. formally adopted its current policy
objective calling for the verifiable global ban on chemical
weapon developmaont and acquisition.12

Although the use of chemical weapons is prohibited by
the Geneva Protocol, some developing nations have used them
in the recent past and others are actively acquiring expanded
chemical weapon arsenals. For example both Iran and Irag

usad chemical weapcns during the 8-year Guif Wsar. Moreover,




Iraq is alleged to have used chemical weapons ageinst ils own
Kurdish citizens after the village of Halabje wac captursad by
Iran.13 With the help of a Western firm, Libya zncertly
acquired a huge chemical production facility in Rabats, which
according to intelligence sources is currently producing
rustard gas.14 Several other countries including
Afghanistan, Angcla, Egypt, India, Israel, Somalia, and
Sudan are alleged to have been invclved in chemical arms
deals during 1989.13

The proliferation of chemical weapons continues at a
time when the United States and the Soviet Union are already
obligated to destroy a major portion of their respective
deterrent stockpiles. The 40 member nations perticipating in
the Geneve Conference on Disarmament are committed to the
total global demise of all offensive chemical weapons. A
total of 149 nations met in Paris in January 1989 and
reaffirmed their intentions to refrain from the use of
chemicals on future battleiields. Ne-ertheless, it is
doubtful that all chemical-capable states will ever become
parties to a global ban on chemical arms, considering the
continuing proliferation, fueled in part by the illegal use
of poison gas in recent reglonal conflicts. These
ambiguities present a challenge to policy makers tasked with ’

development of future national security policy and strategy.




CHAPTER II

U.S. EFFORTS TO ELIMINATE CHEMICAL WEAPON STOCKPILES

The United States has a long standing policy objective,
through five succeeding administrations, to outlaw future
development, storage and use of chemical weapons.
Significant progress has been made toward enactment of
chemical arm reduction accords. For example, the United
States recently signed a bilateral agreement with the Soviet
Union and has actively participated during the last 20 years
in the Geneva-based Conference on Disarmament seeking to
negotiate a multilateral and global ban on chemical arms.
Lastly, it should be noted that in November 1985, Congress
directed the Department of Defense to unilaterally destroy
most of its existing chemical weapon stockpile before April

1997.

U.S./ SOVIET AGREEMENT

In June 1990 U.S. President Bush and Soviet President
Gorbachev signed a bilateral agreement to destroy all but
5000 tons of their chemical weapon stockpiles by the year
2002. Chemical weapon and agent destruction will begin in
1992 or as soon as the disposal technology can be implemented

in a safe and environmentally acceptable method. The




bilateral agreement stems from an initiative proposed by
President Bush in September 1989, suggesting that the two
countries take the lead in establishing programs to reduce

their respective stockpiles of chemical arms.

Some of the key aspects of the U.S. and Soviet agreement

follow:

--In December 1989 the two countries exchanged stockpile
inventory data and participated in on-site inspections

to build confidence and validate stockpile data.

--Both countries agreed to stop production of new
chemical arms. In this context, Secretary of Defense
bick Cheney informed the Congress in July 1990 that the
requested fiscal year 1991 binary procurement funding
totaling $140 millionl6 was no longer needed. In light
of U.S. efforts to negotiate a global chemical arms
reduction treaty the Congress terminated the binary
production program with passage of the fiscal year 1991

Defense Authorization Act.17,18

~-The U.S. and Soviet Union agreed to destroy at least
50 percent of their existing stockpiles before the end
of 1999. All but 5000 agent tons currently held by each

side are due to be destroyed by 2002.




--Both countries will work toward development of safe
and environmentally sound chemical weapon disposal
procedures. On-site inspecticns will occur both during
and after the destruction process to ensure program

integrity.

--Both countries will actively seek to establish a
multilateral agreement to effectively eliminate chemical
arms worldwide. If such an agreement is signed, the
U.S. and Soviet Union have agreed to expedite
destruction of their stockpiles leaving no more than
500 tons (about two percent of the original U.S.
stockpile) after the eighth year of the global treaty.
At that point, the two countries would meet to discuss
the desirablility of destroying their remaining chemical

arms during the next two years.l9

Some view the bilateral agreement as a significant first
step in achieving a total global demiss of chemical weap&n
arsenals. Others point ocut, howaver, that the agreement will
be impoasible to verify. For example, verification measures
discussed thus far only cover verification of stocks and
destruction plans voluntarily declared by the two sides.
There is virtually nothing either side can do to make sure

new weapons are not secretly being produced or that existing




weapons are not intentionally hidden in some remote storage

site.20

MULTILATERAL NEGOTIATIONS

The United States continues to actively participace,
along with 40 other nations, in the Geneva-based Conference
on Disarmament. Talks calling for a global ban on chemical
weapons have been underway since the 1960's.21 several
officlals, including the United Nations Secretary-General
Javier Perez de Cuellar?? and Soviet Foreign Minister
Shevardnadze,23 have made recent appeals to speed
negotiations on chemical arms control issues. In January
1989, 149 nations met in Paris and affirmed the need for
early enactment of a multilateral chemical arms treaty.24

The U.S. has made substantial contributions to th2
Conference on Disarmament negotiations. Most noteworthy was
a draft treaty presented to the Conference members in April
1984 by then Vice-President Bush. The document contained a
number of verification proposals including mandatory
monitoring of production facilities and stockpile disposal
plants by on-site inspectors. The U.S. has also proposed a
system of short notice challenge inspections of sites that
are suspected of being involved in chemical arms production

or possible unauthorizaed storage of such items.25

10




The multilateral treaty currently being negotiated in

Geneva is designed to accomplish four main objectives:

-- Verify destruction of all existing chemical weapon
stockpiles worldwide. Details encouraging open
cooperation between.nations in the development and
demonstration of destruction technology have not been

specified.

-~ Prohibit the production of chemical weapons through
routine reporting and monitoring of firms involved in

the manufacturing of precursor chemicals.

-- Detect and deter the illegal manufacture of lethal
agents or possible covert shipments of precursor
chemicals through a system of routine and short notice
challenge inspections conducted by international

inspection teams.

-~ Destroy all chemical weapon production facilities and
disposal plants within the ten years following enactment

of the treaty.25

11




DESTRUCTION PROGRAM

Although the U.S. is actively participating in
negotiations to establish a global ban on the stockpiling of
lethal chemical weapons and agents, the Department of Deifense
is already committed to the destruction of the entire unitary
chemical weapon stockpile.27

In November 1985, Congress passed Public Law 99-145
which directed the Department of Defense to destroy its
existing stockpile of obsolete chemical weapons and agents by
September 30, 1994. In September 1988, Congress extended the
authorized completion date to April 1997. The Congressional
mandate allows ten percent of the U.S. stockpile to be
withheld from disposal if delays occur in the production of
new modernized binary chemical weapons.28

The Army, as DOD's executive agent on chemical matters,
has announced plans to construct high temperature chemical
weapon incineration facilities at each of eight continental
U.S. storage sites plus a prototype plant has been
constructed on Johnston Atoll in the Pacific. A map showing
the location of the planned chemical weapon disposal sites is
included as figure I. The Army in July 1990 announced that
it planned to move by truck, train, and cargo ship 100,000
artillery shells from West Germany to Johnston Atoll for

temporary storage and eventual incineration.29

12
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FIGURE I: MAP OF U.S CHEMICAL WEAPON DISPOSAL SITES
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CHAPTER II1I
OBSTACLES TO GLOBAL CHEMICAL DISARMAMENT

Several important obstacles could impede the near teérm
global demise of chemical weapon stockpiles. First, there is
no assurance that all chemical capable states will become
parties to the proposed multilateral agreement and therefore
weapons proliferation could continue indefinitely. Second,
effective implementation of the global disarmament accord
will place heavy reliance on verification and export control
procedures which some view as being overly obtrusive.

Lastly, the chemical weapons destruction technology has not

yet been proven to be safe and environmentally acceptable.

INTERNATIQNAL PARTICIPATION

There is no assurance that all chemical-capable nations
will ever become parties to the multilateral agreement
currently being negotiated in Geneva.39 At a time when the
United States and the Soviet Union are planning to destroy a
major portion of their existing chemical weapon stockpiles,
the proliferation of chemical weapons continues to escalate
in other parts of the world. Several U.S. government
intelligence officials made statements before Congress in

early 1989 indicating that upwards of 20 nations were known

14
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to have entered the chemical arms race.31 Moreover, an
article in the April 1989 edition of Defense and Foreign
Affairs identifies 40 countries which currently stock or are
allegedly seeking to acquire chemical weapon arsenals. Many
are not actively participating in ongoing talks tc implement

a global chemical arms reduction treaty.32 (see FIGURE I1I)

Although 149 nations met in January 1989 at the Paris
Conference and reached a consensus that there was an urgent
need for early enactment of a global chemical disarmament
pact33, there is no certainty that all chemical capable
nations will ever sign the proposed multilateral chemical
arms reduction treaty. Middle East countries such as Iragq,
Iran, Libya, and Israel have given mixed signals. Many of
the Arab states, the most notable being Iraq,.have openly
declared that chemical weapons must be retained to deter

Israel from using its nuclear weapons.34

15




FIGURE II -- COUNTRIES THAT MAY HAVE CHEMICAL WEAPONS

Confirmed
United States =

Rumors

Argentina *

Soviet Union » Brazil +
France « Chile
Iraq India *
Iran * Indonesia *
Jordan
Sufficient/ Pakistan *
Circumstantial Peru +
Evidence Saudi Arabia
South Africa
Bulgaria + South Korea
Burma * Thailand
China * Afghanistan
Egypt * Angola
Ethiopia * Somalia
Israel Sudan
Libya
Syria
Taiwan
Vietnam
Cuba

Czechoslovakia »
Germany *
Hungary

Laos

North Korea
Poland

Rumania «
Yugoslavia *

* Member of Conference on Disarmament

Sourcesg: "Chemical Addiction," Defense and Forxeliqgn Affairs,

April 1989 and Document on Disarmament, Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency.
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VERIFICATION RELIABILITY

Clearly one of the major obstacles to implementing an
effective chemical arms reduction agreement concerns the
issue of verification. According to Major General William F.
Burns, director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament
Agency, "verification of any chemical ban is going to be
extremely difficult. Prokably more difficult than
verification of a strategic nuclear arms treaty."35 While
the U.S. chemical industry is generally inclined to accept
the goals of a global chemical weapons treaty, some oficials
view the challenge inspection procedures as being overly
obtrusive. As a result, the constitutionality of such
measures has been questioned. Lastly, even if challenge
inspection procedures are eventually accepted, covert storage
or production of outlawed chemical weapons would be
extremely difficult to uncover.

The bilateral agreement, signed by the U.S. and Soviet
Union in June 1990, provides for the joint development of
procedures for on-site inspections of declared storage
locations and items actually being demilitarized.36 Unlike
the U.S.- Soviet agreement which relies solely on the
monitoring and inspection of declared inventory, the proposed
multilateral pact will require participants to accept short
notice (ie. 24 hours) challenge inspections. Each
participating country would be required to accept

17




verification inspections being conducted at virtually any
commercial chemical producer or suspected storage location.37

More than 100 chemical production facilities are known
to exist worldwide and as many as 30 are located within the
United States. All of these facilities would be subject to
periodic visits by teams of international inspectors.
Chemicals that have potential for use in toxic weapons are
also used in the textile, pharmaceutical, and agricultural
industries.38

Although private interest groups such as the Chemical

Manufacturer's Association and the American Chemical Society
support the concept for a global ban on chemical arms, they
have voiced some significant concerns. For example, industry
questions the legal propriety of routine inspections, citing
a need to safeguard industry sensitive commercial production
methodolegy and trade data.39

Some also question the constitutionality of anytime,
anywhere inspections. The Fourth Amendment to the U.S.
constitution protects citizens from "unreasonable searches
and seizures.” It {s possible that in order to achieve an
effective arms control agreement, individual protection
guaranteed under the Constitution may need to be overriden in
the interest of national security.‘o

Even if no-right-of-refpsal challenge type inspections
are utilized it will be impossible to detect all possible

cheating. For example, a new chemical arms plan~ recently

18
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constructed in Libya was specially designed so that after a

button is pushed it can be automatically cleaned within a few
hours, making it impossible for inspectors arriving within 24
hours of initial appointment to detect previous production of

toxic chemical agent.41

EXPORT CONTROLS

The proposed multilateral agreement would establish
stringent controls over the export of precursor chemicals
needed to manufacture lethal agent, Previous attempts by the
U.S. to control the shipment of such chemicals have been
largely unsuccessfui. Many of the precursor chemicals also
have legitimate commercial applications, a.d for that reason
exporting and developing nations are likely to balk at export
controls that could limit future business opportunities.

The Arms Export Control Act of 1976 prohibited shipment
of dozens of chemicals by U.S. manufacturing concerns to
certain countries such as Libya, Iran, Iraq, and Syria.

Later in 1985, the U.S. joined a group of 19 industrialized
nations known as the Australia Group, forming a coalition to
further expand export controls. These agreements have been
circumvented. For example, Alcolac International of
Baltimore was found guilty of violating these laws in 1989.
According to court records the company shipped thiodiglycol -

- a precursor for mustard gas -~ to Ilran. The comrany,

19
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knowing that such shipments were illegal, sent the material
to a West German firm for eventual re-shipment to Iran. The
problem was further compounded because the chemical
thiodiglycol also has legitimate commercial applications for
textile, plastic and antifreeze manufacturing.42

The multilateral agreement will require all
participating countries tc prohibit the manufacture of lethal
agent. It will also require strict reporting requirements
for many precursor chemicals supplemented with periodic y
verification of production and shipping records by :
international inspection teams. Obviously these reporting
requirements could involve disclosure of sensitive business
information. Poor countries in particular will likely
challenge the need for such stringent controls, because

chemicals needed for legitimate purposes to include the

production of pesticides would become increasingly more
difficult to obtain. Moreover, chemical manufacturers

everywhere, may view the control as profit inhibitors.43 éf

DISPOSAL TECHNOLOGY

The U.S. and Soviet Union have been independently
working to develop chemical weapon disposal technology. The o §
U.S. initiated operational verification testing of its v
disposal technology during the summer of 1990 after a lengthy

delay. The U.S. technology cevelopment program historically

20




has been prone to delays, and some question if the selected
approach will ever be completely safe and environmentally
acceptable. Similar problems have been reported by the
Soviets.

In 1988 the U.S. Army completed construction of a
prototype high temperature chemical incineration facility on
Johnston Atoll in the Pacific Ocean. 1In the summer of 1990
the Army initiated operational testing at the prototype
disposal plant, some 32 months behind schedule. Delays were
caused by difficulties in obtaining environmental permits,
statutory requirements which expanded the scope of operations
from just one type of chemical weapon to the full array of
chemical munitions contained in the stockpile, and
contractor staffing problems.44 In addition, many Pacific
nations and the environmental group Greenpeace have opposed
incineration of chemicals on Johnston Atoll warning that high
temperature burning could accidentally disperse deadly
chemicals into the atmosphere.45

The Army has also announced plans to buiid separate high
temperature incineration facilities at each of the eight
continental U.S. chemical stockpile storage locations. A
recent report by the General Accounting Office reflects
problems which will likely impede timely completion of the
Congressionally mandated destruction program. Total chemical
weapon destruction program cost estimates have doubled since

1985 ~- from $1.7 billion to more than $3.4 billion. Cosats

21




will continue to escalate and it is likely that the
Congressionally mandated completion date of 1997 will be
extended based on more stringent than anticipated
environmental requirements; problems in obtaining operating
permits under the Resources, Conservation, and Recovery Act;
and opposition from local citizens at three of the eight
sites.46

The Soviet Union started construction of a chemical
weapons disposal plant in 1987, but in August 1989 the plant
was shut down before a single weapon had been destroyed. The
plant, located about 12 kilometers from Chapaylvsk, a city of
90,000 people and 40 kilometers from Kuybyslev, a city with a
population of 1.3 million, was closed as a result of many
environmental and safety considerations raised by the

citizenry.47
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CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The United States has established broad national
security policy objectives which envision enhancement of
strategic stability through pursuit and implementation of
equitable and verifiable,arms control agreements while
continuing to develop and maintain superior conventional
warfighting capability. Additionally, security policy
prohibits the transfer of technology or resources to hostile
countries for use in the development or production of mass
destruction munitions.48

A global treaty outlawing the stockpiling and use of
chemical weapons is currently being negotiated by the 40
member nations of the Geneva based Conference on Disarmament.
The multilateral agreement will provide a viable means to
mitigate the threat of chemical weapons being introduced on
future battlefields. But, there is no guarantee that a total
global demise of chemical weapons will ever be totally
achieved. First, there is no assurance that all chemical
weapon capable states will become parties to the multilateral
agreement. Second, even with implementation of mutually
acceptable challenge inspections, cheating will be difficult,

if not impossible to detect.
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For many years the U.S. has maintained a stockpile of
chemical weapons to retaliate against an aggressor's first
use of such weapons. In addition troops have been trained
and equipped to survive in a chemically contaminated
environment. During the next seven years ninety percent of
our retaliatory stockpile is scheduled to be destroyed based
on existing legislation and agreements. It is likely that .
chemical weapon proliferation will continue among third world
nations while the multilateral negotiations continue in
Geneva, and also during the forthcoming stockpile disposal
periods. To achieve the desired ends and enhance national
security during the interim periods, the following concepts

and strategy are recommended.
HE TILATERAL CHEMICAL TREATY

Current U.S. national security objectives encourage
negotiators to adcpt equitable and verifiable arms reduction
treaties as a primary means of achieving strategic stability.
In my opinion, the path to eventual enactment and
implementation of an effective multilateral global ban on

chemical arms should be focused on the following strategic

concepts.

-- To assist in the development of the multilateral

treaty, expand the scope of the bilateral U.S. and
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Soviet agreement to develop and demonstrate mutually
acceptable on-site inspectiocn procedures, including
provision for "trial challenge inspections". These
procedures would be similar to those envisioned, but not
spelled out in detail under the proposed multilateral
agreement. The existing bilateral agreement only covers

the verification of storage and destruction of declared

stocks.

-- Continue to actively participate in ongoing
multilateral negotiations at the 40-member Conference on
Disarmament to enact a global ban on the acquisition,
storage and use of chemical weapons. Include provisions
in the convention to establish possible multilateral
trade and economic sanctions that could be taken against
countries who refuse to sign the treaty or later fail to

abide by the treaty terms after ratification.

-~ Continue to assume a leading U.S. role to develop and
demonstrate a chemical weapons destruction technology
that is environmentally acceptable. This information
should be openly shared with other interested nations to
provide a confidence building stimulus for the early
enactment of a multilateral treaty. Article IV of the
proposed multilateral convention indicates that

appropriate bilateral arrangements for the sharing of
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destruction technology information will be worked out

later.

-- Prior to acheiving the multilateral agreement,
continue to enforce export controls over precursor
chemicals to minimize current and future pruliferation

of chemical weapons. w

ENHANCED NATIONAL SECURITY STRATEGY

Although the U.S. has vowed to never use chemical
weapons first, many believe the existence of a retaliatory
stockpile has deterred the use of chemicals against U.S.
fcrces in all wars and conflicts subsequent to World War I.
In the future, the gize of our stockpile and its resulting
deterrent value will gradually décline. The following list

of strategy options is recommended to counter this possible

future vulnerability.

-- Adopt a plan for immediate response to chemical
attack through an escalated and overwhelming use of

conventional weapons by the U.S. and its allies.

-- Adopt a plan to maintain binary weapons production
facilities on "warm layaway" as a possible stick to
encourage chemical capable nations to become honest

participating parties to the multilateral arms reduction
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agreement. These facilities should not be destroyed

until the last possible moment.

-- Discourage any further use of chemical weapons by
continuing to use human and national technical
intelligence sources to monitor potential use of
chemical weapons during the remaining negotiations and
to monitor compliance with the terms of the disarmament

treaty after its enactment.

-- Continue robust funding for an expanded research,
development and acquisition program to purchase improved
protective clothing and chemical agent detection devices
to enable our military forces to survive a future
chemical attack. Furthermore, discourage nations from
attempting to violate the multilateral agreement after
it is enacted by continuing to enhance a strong chemical

defensive pos‘ure.
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